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JOHN J. Me CLOY 
ONE CHASE ICANHATTAN PLAZA 
NEW YORK, N. T. 10003 



July 16, 1969 



Dear Mr. Geis: 



I have your letter of February 14th and I have also 
read Mr. Thompson's book, "Six Seconds in Dallas", with care. 

I have not been impressed by its contents nor its 
conclusions, certainly not as a justification for a new investigation 

of President Kennedy's assassination. 

I feel sure both you and Mr. Thompson will discount 
my comments as being prejudiced in favor of the acceptance of the 
report of the Warren Commission as a generally accurate account 
of what occurred in Dallas and the designation of Oswald as the 
assassin. You have, however, seen fit to ask for my comments 
and my advice and I am prepared to give them to you. 



In the first place, I do not give the Thompson book 
m„oh bette^wadca ^an those of M ark-I^e and a number of others 
whidThave appeared . It has anappearance of careful thought and 
research, but it is really unco nvincin g and in many respects mis- 
leading. Like its predecessors which have attempted to maintain 
different theses, it is compelled to ignore or disparage the main 
facts and torture bits of evidence to support a theory of conspiracy, 
which not only has not a shred of direct or substantial evidence 
to support it, but which runs counter to all reasonable deduction. 
The solidly established and really incontrovertible facts as to 
Oswald's guilt and the total absence of any real facts pointing 
to an associated conspiracy remain. 



It is not impossible that a conspiracy was framed 
to accomplish the death of President Kennedy, but it is most 
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improbable that a conspiracy of the dimensions or character put 
forward by Mr. Thompson should have existed without any trace 
of its existence having surfaced even after all these years of 
comment, publicity and investigation. 

The author must first destroy the Warren Report by 
claiming shoddy work (in contrast with his own) on the part of 
serious investigators and the Commission itself; it must discard, 
or treat of no consequence, the testimony of eye witnesses and 
Oswald's fellow employees in the building, and he must go a long 
way toward eliminating Oswald himself as other than a somewhat 
casual or insignificant participant, if that. Besides discounting 
Oswald's participation, he must discard or discount his wife's 
and Mrs. Paine's evidence, his three shots and his basic nature 
as a lone operator; he must discard or disparage the autopsy and 
its findings, including the subsequent re-examination of the x-rays 
by the Attorney General's panel which I believe took place in 1968 
in connection with the Garrison case against Shaw; he must discard 
and discount the Walker incident and, finally, he must build up 
again the very flimsy and highly questionable evidence regarding 
a "puff of smoke" from the "grassy knoll" in order to arrive at the 
conclusions which, according to the publisher and the reviewers, 
must for "the safety of the Republic" demand a new investigation 
of the Kennedy murder . 

The original Zapruder film was seen by some, if 
not all, members of the Commission and the frequent replay of the 
copy before the Commission was quite sufficient to portray the 
main facts of the sequence of the original film. 

The Zapruder film shows the President pitching 
forward and then jerking backward -- a not uncommon phenomenon 
of gun shot wounds in the head as not only forensic physicians 
testify to but those who have experienced the same phenomenon 
in combat. But this is not the time nor the place to analyze in 
detail Mr. Thompson’s renewed effort to establish an elaborate 
conspiracy where Garrison, with Mark Lane's help, so conspicuously 
failed. One could go on at far too great length for the purposes of 
this letter. 
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In short, I' do not believe Mr. Thompson's book 
gives any real basis for a demand for a new investigation and, 

I believe, a new investigation without any new and significant 
disclosures would not be in the interest of either the truth, the 
proprieties, or the welfare of the nation. If you apply unbiased 
objective judgment (not those of a crusading editor), I believe 
you will realize that no good service would be done the people 
of the United States or, as I say, justify the trauma of putting 
on another Garrison-like fiasco in the absence of any more 
convincing evidence than Mr. Thompson's strained though, I am 
sure, sincere effort can produce. 

Too much evidence must be unjustly discounted, 
discarded or disparaged even to create the minimal basis for such 
an investigation. The expert panel which examined the x-rays 
under the auspices of the Department of Justice last year clearly 
disprove the main Thompson contentions and certainly the original 
autopsy report even if it is somewhat less exacting and comprehensive 
than one might have wished it to be does so as well. 

Short of some new evidence of this character, I believe 
a rehash of the old theories and conjectures would only recreate false 
doubts, produce more profitable books, more superficial reviewers 
and the truth would be submerged. 

I send you this letter not for publication, but merely 
to respond to your personal request for my opinion. 

Sincerely, 



Mr. Bernard Geis 
Bernard Geis Associates 
130 East 56th Street 
New York, New York 10022 
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